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theory. I hope hereafter to elaborate one or two of the ideas
suggested by his criticism into illustrative essays, which -will appear
elsewhere ; and I will therefore ask at present for no more space in
the pages of MIND than that which has been already accorded me.

GRANT ALLEN.

Lord Raijleigh on a Gambling Paradox—In the last No. of MIND
Lord Kayleigh has a note upon an explanation which I had offered of
a certain gambling paradox, viz., that called the Martingale or
Double and Quits. As I agree with nearly all that he says, and at
the same time do not see reason to alter my own opinion, I conclude
that one of us must have missed the point of what the other had
to say.

Take the following case:—There is a bank A which plays with a
fixed average percentage of advantage in its favour. B and C engage
with it on the condition that they may leave off at any point of the
proceeding they please, and that until they desire to leave off no
questions about thoir solvency will be raised. This condition is
precisely the same for both.

B adopts the plun of playing for fixed stakes ; the same every
time, whether he has won or lost tho time before. C doubles hia
stake after every time of losing. Is there any difference in their
prospects 1 Obviously there is. B cannot ensure ever being left a
winner, whilst C must sooner or later find himself in that position.
Tho general reason, without going into details, is clear : B (after the
first time) needs, in order to win, a succession or run of luck, and the
longer succession the longer he has had to wait; whereas C only
needs a single event in his favour.

I cannot but think that some appreciation of this fact is lurking in
the minds of some gamblers when they so persistently advocate this,
plan ; and recognising this, I did not for a time quite see my way to
answering them. Of course no bank would ever dream of permitting
such conditions, but we may postulate them for argument's sake.

I quite accept all that Lord Eayleigh says about the difference
lrctween two persons nominally playing on credit, when one has
property really to stake and the other has not; but in the case in
question, B and C are supposed to stand on precisely tho same footing,
the only difference between them consisting in the way in which they
arrange their stakes. The answer therefore commonly given, or
implied, that no arrangement of stakes can ever make any difference
in the final result, is not in every case correct, however completely it
may apply to the cases which actually occur in practice. To bring
this out was the aim of the explanation which I offered in the Lofjie
of Chance.

J. VENN.


